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BY THE COMMISSIOI?: We have been asked the following ques- 
tion by Charles L. Smothers, a registered lobbyist for the San Diego 
Gas and Electric Company: 

,-- 
/' A, B, C and D are lobbyists. Each of them is employed as ' 

a lobbyist.on behalf of a different corporation in a different 
industry. A, B, C and D ha&.been in the practice of*hosting 
weekly dinners, which have been attended by members of the state 
legislature. Each lobbyist desires to continue the practice by 
individually hosting a dinner once per month. All four lobbyists 
will be in attendance and no more than $10 per dinner will be 
spent on any single legislator or lobbyist. None of the four 
lobbyists will make any additional gifts during the course of the 
month to any of the legislators who attend the dinfiers. 

(1) Are such activities permissible under the 
Political Reform Act? 

(2) Is the answer different if the four lobbyists 
are in the same industry? 

(3) Is the answer different if no one lobbyist pays 
the entire expense of any one dinner; rather 
they divide the bill equally among themselves 
so that each of them incurs an expense of no 
more than $2.50 per legislator for each of the 
four dinners? 

(4) Is the answer different if the dinner is given 
only twice per month, the cost of the dinner is 
not more than $20 for each legislator, and the 
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lobbvists share the exoense for each dinner 
ecpaily, the result being that each lobbyist 
incurs an espense of no more than $5 per 
legislator for the two dinners? 

In addition, Dennis E, Kavanagh, a registered lc>byist 
for A-K Associates, Inc. of Sacramento, has asked: 

On February 1, Lobbyist h hosts a dinner for ten legis- 
lators at $10 per person. The bill for $100 is paid by Mr. A, 
and Mr. A in his February report itemizes the expenditures of 
$10 per legislator attending the dinner. On February 7, LobbJr- 
ist B hosts a similar dinner for a similar fee, reporting his 
expenditure of $10 per legislator. On February 14, Lobbyist C 
hosts a slmllar dinner. On February 21, Lobbyist D hosts a 
dinner. At each dinner described in the exampie, all four of 

,' the lobbyists klere present, but only one paid for the dinner 
for the legislators. Of the ten legislators attending each 
week, Assemblyman X attended all four dinners and Senator Y 
attended two dinners and the remainder of the legislators at- 
tending the four dinners during February were all different 
persons. 

,*- ,' Is the above-described fact situation proper 
under the terms of the Act? 

. . 

CONCLUSION 

In any of the situations posed, the activity would be 
prohibited because it is unlawful for a lobbyist to make or 
arrange for the making of a gift by any other person aggre- 
gating more than $10 per month per person. 

ANALYSIS 

It is unlawful for a lobbyist to make gifts to one "speci- 
fied" person aggregating more than ten dollars ($10) in a calendar 
month, or to act as an agent or intermediar;f in the making of 
any gift, or to arrange for the making o 

J 
any gift by any other 

person. Government Code Section 86203.L 

Y All statutory references are to the Government Code 
unless otherwise noted. 
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In the situations given, each lobhvist oavs for only a 
single dinner worth anproximately $10 for each leqlslator each 
month. Hol?ever, under the facts presented, each lc!>bl*rst 
arranqes for the additional dinneT-s hocted bv others, and es 
such makes or arranqes for the makinc of qifts qrcater than 
$10 for each leqislator in violation of Section 66203. 

This action is prohibited under anv ordznarv understandinn 
of the meanlnq of "arranqe." One court has discussed the ITor-d 
in the context of a statute prohibrting "tirranqinq for any fe- 
male to enqaqe in prostitution." 

"Arranqe" is a common word in the lay: vocabularT7. It 
is a word of universal usage amo.?q the Enqllsh soeakinq 
peoples. It admits of no double entendre .7hlch casts 
an umbrage of legal nicety, bevoncl its ordinar: mean:ncs, 
and under the Tgordinq of this statute there 1s little 
basis for construction. As defined in 17ebster's Ye<: 
International Dictionary (Unabridqed, 2nd Ed.) 1t rleaqs 
tn . . . to adjust or settle; es". to settle by nrior aqi-ee- 
merit or plan . . . to come to an aqreement, understandlnq 
or setLlement: esp., to arranqe or settle details in 
advance; as to arrange about transoortatron or for an 
appointment. 

Bvas v. United States, 
182 F.Zd 94, 97 (1949). 

The facts stated in the ouestion before us qr\'e rise to 
an inescapable inference that cac!~ lobbyrst has "come to an 
agreement, understanding or settlercnt" with the others x-eqard- 
ing all of the dinners, !!hether actinq as host or not. 

The common practice of providina food and beveraqes to 
public officials as a method of qaininq a receptive audience 
for arquments presented by lobbyists was souqht to be curbed 
by the Political Reform Act. T!le $10 lim]t placed on qifts 
from a lobbvist to an official in anv one month !ras imoosed for 
the obvious purpose of prohibitinq lob!>T{ists from qaininq easier 
access to officials solelv because of the qrfts. An interoreta- 
tion of the Act which allotted the activitrcs posed rn these 
questions would undermine the gift,prohibition. 

Mr. Smither's question contains several Darts with some- 
what different facts, but the result 1s not chanqed. For ex- 
amnle, addinq the factor In sltuatlon 2 that the four- lobbyists 
represent the same industry does n6 more than make even clearer 
the mutual nature of the arranqements and the responsibllity of 
each lobbyist for each dinner. However the brll is drvldcd, as 
discussed ln situatrons 3 and 4, the result 1s the same. The 
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cooperation of the lobbyists is clearly a plan and an agree- 
ment prohibited by the Act. 

WC. Kavanagh's question is qimllar to those Dosed bag 
Mr. Smother5. In ezch ca,e, fzcts ?ermlt no doubt thaL the 
dlnneis are arranyed by the lobbyists ]oln~l:r. Avy zg.ce~menk 
or understanding !>hether ex?llclt or ~mnl~c~t, bet~reen the 
lobbyists that results =n gifts to an offlclal totaling more 
than $10 In a month constitutes mutual "arranqlnqn and 1s pro- 
hibited. 

Approved by the Commission on .Julv 2, 1975. Concurring: 
Brosnahan, Caroenter, Lovenstcln and :,Illler. Comxnss~oner 
waters IT?%!? absent. 

,-. 
,’ Chslrrnan 

. . 


